This study examines the relation of language arts instruction to students' letter-word reading skill growth from the beginning of 1st grade to the end of 2nd grade using cross-classified random effects models. Amounts of teacher-managed, code-focused instruction in 1st and 2nd grade each uniquely predicted students' letter-word reading skill growth; plus, there were child-by-instruction interactions. Students with weaker fall 1st grade letter-word reading scores demonstrated stronger letter-word reading at the end of 2nd grade when they spent more time in 1st-and 2nd-grade teacher-managed, code-focused instruction. Students with stronger initial reading skills demonstrated higher 2nd-grade reading scores when they spent less time in 1st grade but more time in 2nd-grade teacher-managed, code-focused instruction. Students who participated in optimally effective 1st-grade and 2nd-grade classroom instruction demonstrated greater letter-word reading growth from the beginning of 1st grade to the end of 2nd grade than did students who participated in less effective instruction in either 1st or 2nd grade, or both. Still, for children who entered 1st grade with weaker reading skills, results indicate that
There is compelling evidence that explicit systematic phonological decoding instruction in first grade contributes to students' reading skill growth (Adams, 1990; National Reading Panel, 2000; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998) . This is especially true for students who begin first grade with weaker phonological awareness (Foorman et al., 1998) , weaker reading skills (Juel & Minden-Cupp, 2000) , weaker letter-word recognition (Connor, Morrison, & Katch, 2004) , or higher risk for reading difficulties (Hatcher, Hulme, & Snowling, 2004) . Explicit code-focused instruction includes the alphabetic principle, phonological awareness, phonics, sight word reading, and some word-level fluency activities. The extant literature on learning disabilities underscores these findings (Torgesen et al., 2001; Torgesen et al., 1999) . Meaning-focused activities-such as reading aloud, teaching comprehension strategies, repeated reading, and vocabulary-predict student outcomes as well (Al'Otaiba et al., in review; Connor, Morrison, & Petrella, 2004; Connor, Morrison, & Slominski, 2006; National Reading Panel, 2000; Snow, 2001) .
In first grade (Connor, Morrison, & Katch, 2004) , children with low initial letter-word reading and vocabulary skills demonstrated greater letter-word reading growth in classrooms where teachers provided greater amounts of teacher-managed (TM) explicit code-focused instruction all year long. This was in combination with smaller amounts in the fall, which increased to higher amounts by spring of child-managed (CM) meaning-focused instruction (primarily sustained silent reading). In contrast, for children with high initial letter-word reading and vocabulary skills, lesser amounts of explicit code-focused instruction and greater amounts of CM meaning-focused instruction all year long were associated with greater letter-word reading skill growth. Students' initial letter-word reading and vocabulary skills operated independently-letter-word reading skills interacted with explicit code-focused instruction, and initial vocabulary skills instruction interacted with CM meaning-focused instruction.As noted previously, less is known about the nature and impact of language arts instruction in second grade, although both first and second grade appear to be critical years for struggling readers. For example, Spira et al. (2005) investigated the reading skill growth trajectories for students entering first grade with reading skills falling below the 30th percentile. A substantial proportion of these children (30%) demonstrated significant growth in reading by the end of second grade and continued to improve through fourth grade, achieving scores at the 50th percentile on average. However, children who ended second grade with weak reading skills (below the 30th percentile) failed to achieve grade level reading by the end of third grade. Indeed, on average, their scores fell at the 9th percentile at the end of fourth grade.
At the same time, extant research has revealed that generally less time is spent on explicit code-focused instruction in second grade compared to first grade. For example, Foorman et al. (2006) observed 90-to 120-min language arts blocks in Houston, TX classrooms. About 28% of this time included explicit code-focused instruction in first grade but only 14% in second grade. In a sample of Reading First Schools in Florida, the amount of code-focused instruction decreased by one half from first to second grade (Connor, Jakobsons, & Granger, in review) . The implicit assumption appears to be that that code-focused instruction is more important in first grade than in second grade.
But is systematic explicit code-focused instruction less important in second grade than it is in first grade? Results from the National Reading Panel meta-analysis (McCardle & Chhabra, 2004; National Reading Panel, 2000) have tended to support this assumption. Results revealed that the overall effect size for phonics instruction was moderate to large for children in kindergarten and first grade (.55). For children in second through sixth grade, mean effect size was smaller (.27). When prior achievement was considered, phonics instruction had no significant effect size for children with low reading skills in second through sixth grade but a large effect size (.74) for first-grade children considered at risk for academic underachievement. Foorman et al. (2006) discovered that very different patterns of instruction affected children's reading outcomes in first and in second grade. For example, students with teachers who were rated more competent on a scale that examined planning, management, instruction, monitoring student learning, and knowledge about reading instruction, and who spent more time engaged in phonemic awareness and alphabet instruction than in non-reading activities achieved stronger word-attack skills in first grade. However, for second-grade students, the opposite-less phonemic awareness and more non-reading time-was associated with stronger word-attack scores. Foorman et al. suggested that this is because "presumably, phonemic awareness and alphabet activities are no longer critical elements of instruction in second grade and, in this sample, accounted for only 5% of instructional time" (p. 22) .
However, these studies generally relied on cross-sectional examination of firstand second-grade effects and did not assess whether, for the same children, there might be a cumulative or additive effect of language arts instruction. Longitudinal mixed models of math instruction have revealed additive effects. Sanders and Horn (1998) found that the impact of effective math teaching was cumulative for students in third through eighth grade. Students assigned to "ineffective" math teachers "continue [ed] to show the effects of such teachers even when these students [were] assigned to very effective teachers in subsequent years … the teacher effects are both additive and cumulative with little evidence of compensatory effect of more effective teachers in later grades " (p. 254, Sanders & Rivers as cited in Sanders & Horn, 1998 ). Yet with regard to literacy, returning to Spira et al. (2005) , second grade may offer children a second chance. Longitudinal examination of instruction effects on children's reading growth is challenging because the data have a cross-classified structure. Children attend one set of classrooms in first grade and different classrooms with different teachers and peers in second grade. Fortunately, analytic strategies have been developed to accommodate cross-classified data structures-cross-classified random effects models (Raudenbush & Byrd, 2002) . Using these models we can also examine child-by-instruction interactions.
MULTIPLE DIMENSIONS OF INSTRUCTION
The reading wars notwithstanding (Ravitch, 2001) , there are theoretical and practical differences regarding the kinds of instructional strategies that are emphasized in first-and second-grade classrooms. The most recent research has strongly indicated that effective instruction provides both code-based and meaning-focused content (Pressley, 1998; Pressley & Wharton-McDonald, 1997; Taylor, Pearson, Clark, & Walpole, 2000; Wharton-McDonald et al., 1998) . It also employs multiple strategies including systematic teacher-directed instruction (National Reading Panel, 2000; Rayner et al., 2001 ) and child-focused strategies (Snow, 2001) , such as peer-assisted tutoring (D. Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005) and reciprocal teaching (Palincsar & Brown, 1984) . In this study we use a framework that views instruction multi-dimensionally (Connor et al., in review; Connor, Morrison, & Katch, 2004; Connor, Morrison, & Petrella, 2004; Connor et al., 2006; . Viewing instruction multi-dimensionally, we elucidate the nature and content of instruction, as well as complex child-by-instruction interactions in multiple samples from preschool through third grade.
The dimensions used in this study include TM versus CM instruction, codeversus meaning-focused instruction, and change in amount of instruction over time.
The dimension code-versus meaning-focused speaks to the content or goal of particular instruction strategies. Foorman et al. (1998) utilized this dimension in their study-explicit code-focused, embedded code, and whole language. Codefocused instruction includes those activities that are designed to help students achieve proficient phonological decoding and fluent word reading skills, including letter-sound connections, phonological awareness, print awareness, repeated reading of words, and other word-level activities that are specifically designed to teach children how to decode words fluently. Meaning focused instruction is designed to teach children how to extract and construct meaning from text (Snow, 2001) . This includes explicit instruction in comprehension strategies (e.g., Palincsar & Brown, 1984) , discussion, reading aloud, peer reading (D. Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005) , independent or repeated reading (Therrien, 2004) , and so on.
TM versus CM instruction identifies who is responsible for focusing the students' attention on the learning activities at hand-the teacher or the student (Connor, Morrison, & Katch, 2004; . This dimension is important because it reflects how a particular activity is implemented. There are fundamental differences in learning opportunities when they involve the teacher (i.e., TM) or when students are working independently or with peers (i.e., CM). For example, for students who are struggling with reading, the involvement of a knowledgeable adult appears to be critical (National Reading Panel, 2000; Palincsar, Collins, Marano, & Magnusson, 2000; Torgesen et al., 2001) . TM instruction may be highly interactive, such as when the teacher is leading a discussion or monitoring a child's oral reading. In other studies (Connor et al., 2006) , we included a TM-CM dimension in contrast to a TM dimension to capture the joint attention required in highly interactive activities. However, the coding scheme used in this study was not fine-grained enough to distinguish them reliably. Therefore, they are collapsed.The change-over-time dimension captures the impact of changing the focus or amount of instruction over the school year. For example, Pearson and Gallagher (1983) observed that decreasing the amount of TM instruction and increasing CM instruction may promote student learning (they called this "release of responsibility"). Additionally, Juel and Minden-Cupp (2000) reported stronger student reading growth in the classroom when the teacher changed the amount of code-focused instruction from high amounts in the fall to less by spring.
These dimensions operate simultaneously (see Table 1 ). Thus, there may be TM, code-focused instruction and CM code-focused instruction, which differ only in who is directing attention to learning-the teacher or the child. Similarly, there may be TM, code-focused instruction and TM, meaning-focused instruction, which differ in the content of the activity (code focused vs. meaning focused), although the teacher is managing instruction in both instances (see Table 1 ).
Child Characteristics
In this study, our outcome of interest is letter-word reading skill. Current models of reading suggest that fluent decoding and word reading skills are critical components of reading and, along with vocabulary and oral language, form an early foundation for proficient reading (National Reading Panel, 2000; Rayner et al., 2001; Snow et NICHD-ECCRN, 2004) . In this study, we closely examine these sources of influence. In addition to sociocultural variables, child characteristics include vocabulary and letter-word reading skills at the beginning of first grade. Research has revealed that students' oral language skills, including vocabulary and linguistic ability overall, are highly predictive of students' long-term academic outcomes (Catts, Fey, Zhang, & Tomblin, 1999; Loban, 1976; Scarborough, 2001 ). The National Reading Panel (2000) meta-analysis compiled causal evidence that strengthening students' vocabulary skills led to stronger reading skills. Children's vocabulary skills appear to be highly stable over time; their rates of vocabulary growth do not tend to change, even with intensive intervention (Hart & Risley, 1995) . Nor are there schooling effects on vocabulary growth using the "cutoff" procedure, which is in contrast to observed schooling effects for early word reading skill growth (Morrison, Griffith, & Alberts, 1997). The school cutoff procedure relies on the natural experiment provided by the fairly arbitrary birthday cutoff date set by school districts. Children born before a certain date may begin kindergarten, whereas children born after the cutoff date must wait until the following year to start school. Thus, we can separate the effects of schooling and maturation.
Family and community socioeconomic status (McLoyd, 1990 (McLoyd, , 1998 and the richness of the home literacy environment Morrison & Cooney, 2002) are also highly related to students' long-term academic outcomes. Socioeconomic status, including parents' educational levels, appears to operate through parenting and the home learning environment, preschool experiences, and access to high-quality schools and teachers NICHD-ECCRN, 2002) . In this study we examine the influence of parent education and home learning environment as they relate to students' vocabulary and letter-word reading skill development.
Child-by-Instruction Interactions
In addition to instruction and child characteristics, and their unique contributions to student academic achievement, accumulating evidence has revealed that there are child-by-instruction interactions. In other words, the impact of particular instruction strategies may depend on children's reading and vocabulary skills. These interactions have been found across first-grade samples (Connor, Jakobsons, & Granger, in review; Foorman et al., 1998; Juel & Minden-Cupp, 2000) and from preschool through third grade (Connor, Jakobsons, & Granger, in review; Connor, Morrison, & Katch, 2004; Connor, Morrison, & Petrella, 2004; Connor et al., 2006; Foorman et al., 1998; Hatcher et al., 2004) . For example, Foorman et al. found that explicit FIRST-AND SECOND-GRADE READING phonological awareness instruction was more effective for children with lower initial skill levels than it was for children with higher initial skill levels. Similarly, Hatcher et al. (2004) found that preschool age children at risk of reading delay achieved stronger literacy skills when provided explicit instruction in phonological awareness and letter-sound associations, although this added instruction had little effect for children who were not at risk for reading delay. In this study we investigate these child-by-instruction interactions in first and second grade.
Research Questions
We relied on the naturally occurring variability in amounts and types of instruction children experience in both first and second grade to examine the independent effects of first-and second-grade language arts instruction simultaneously. The following research questions were posed:
1. What is the nature of, and variability in, first-and second-grade language arts instruction? We anticipate that the amount of language arts instruction overall will remain stable or will increase. However, we predict that the amount of code-focused instruction will decrease from first to second grade.
2. What is the association between amount and types of instruction received in first and second grade and students' letter-word reading skill growth? Based on the results in the first-grade study, we anticipate that instruction will predict students' second-grade word reading skills but that the relations among sources of influence will be complex.
3. Does the effect of particular instructional strategies depend on students' initial (i.e., fall of first grade) vocabulary and reading skills? Are there child-by-instruction interactions? We anticipate that the effect of particular instructional strategies will depend on students' initial skills, particularly on their letter-word reading skills. In first grade, we expect to replicate our previous findings (i.e., letter-word reading × TM code-focused instruction and vocabulary × CM meaning-focused instruction amount and slope interactions; Connor, Morrison, & Katch, 2004) . We hypothesize that there will be similar interactions in second grade, although there is little research to guide us in specific predictions. We hypothesize that TM code-focused instruction will have a greater effect on student outcomes in first grade than in second grade based on the findings reported by Foorman et al. (2006) .
METHOD Participants
Children (n = 108) were recruited to the study in either kindergarten or first grade in three waves with most of the children recruited in Waves 1 and 2. Children who were proficient in English and had no reported disabilities were eligible for the study. Students were followed longitudinally through third grade. For this study, we focus on first-and second-grade achievement and classroom instruction. A total of 89 children were assessed in both first and second grade. Three of these children were in second-grade classrooms that were not observed. Thus, 86 children were included in the cross-classified random effects models. Missing data analyses reveal that children who were in the first-grade sample but not the second-grade sample did not differ significantly except for the following: race-ethnicity (the second-grade sample included fewer African American students), cognitive scores (missing = 93 vs. 103), and fall first-grade reading recognition scores (missing grade equivalent = 0.73 vs. 1.4). There were no significant differences in fall first-grade vocabulary scores or years of parent education.
Descriptive information is provided in Table 2 for the 86 participating children. Forty were girls and 46 were boys. A total of 69% of the children were Caucasian, 15% of the children were African American, 4% were Hispanic, and 12% belonged to other racial and ethnic groups. On average, parents reported on questionnaires completed at the beginning of the study that they had 16 years of education, but this ranged from 3 years to 23 years with 72% completing at least 16 years of schooling (i.e., 4 years of college). Sixteen percent of the parents reported 12 years of education (high school) or less. On average, children had cognitive scores falling within normal limits (M IQ = 102, SD = 15) as measured by the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale-4 (Thorndike, Hagen, & Sattler, 1986) . In preliminary models, cognitive scores did not contribute to letter-word reading skill growth once fall first-grade vocabulary and other scores were included in the models.
Forty first-grade and 33 second-grade classrooms were located in five schools in a middle-sized city, which included a university but also included neighborhoods with high levels of poverty. In first grade, there were between 1 and 12 study children per classroom (M enrollment = 25 children per classroom), and in second 
Means for Student Outcomes
Variable Name
Fall First Grade

Spring First Grade
Fall Second Grade
Spring Second Grade
Letter-word reading grade equivalent 1.4 2.4 2.9 3.8 Vocabulary age equivalent in yearsmonths 6;01 6;06 6;11 7;03 grade, there were between 1 and 7 study children per classroom. Teachers met all state certification requirements including a bachelor's degree and a teaching certificate in this highly regarded district. The district reported that it uses a whole language approach, including a focus on using trade books instead of a core curriculum and providing opportunities for students to read for substantial amounts of time with peers and independently. First-and second-grade data were collected between 1996 and 1999.
Measures
Child assessments. Student language and literacy skills were assessed in the fall and spring of both first and second grade using a battery of measures. The specific assessments are described next. Assessments were conducted by trained graduate students in a quiet location at the school. The outcome measure, letter-word reading, was assessed using the Peabody Individual Achievement TestRevised Reading Recognition Test (Markwardt, 1989) . In this task, children were first asked to identify letters and letter sounds. For example, they were shown a picture of a needle and were asked to identify one of four printed words that started with the same sound. For later items, they were asked to read increasingly unfamiliar words. Raw scores were used in the analyses. Vocabulary was assessed using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (Dunn & Dunn, 1981) . In this task, the examiner said increasingly unfamiliar words and the child had to select the most representative picture from a set of four. Again, raw scores were used in the analyses.
At the beginning of the study, students' parents completed background questionnaires that were used to determine years of parent education and home literacy environment. Home literacy scores were based on parents' responses to how frequently they use a library card, number of adult and child magazine subscriptions, number of newspaper subscriptions, how often the family reads together, number of children's books, hours of television the child watches per week, and how frequently parents read themselves (Griffin & Morrison, 1997) . The reliability of the measure was good (Cronbach's α = .72). Scores could range from 0 (weak home literacy environment) to a maximum of 25 (very strong home literacy environment). Descriptive statistics are provided in Table 2 .
Classroom observations and coding. Classrooms were observed all day three times per year in the fall, winter, and spring during both first and second grade by the project director and trained research assistants including doctoral students. The observation system was designed to capture the best estimate of classroom instructional (across content areas) and non-instructional activities in which the teachers and students were engaged. The focus of the study was on literacy, so observations were scheduled on days with few special or exceptional activities (e.g., art, gym, and field trips). If the teacher or target children were absent, the observation was rescheduled. The observer sat quietly in the classroom and recorded a written timed narrative of the teacher and student activities (see Appendix A). This included non-instruction time such as transitions, explaining procedures, and behavior management. In this way, the entire school day was recorded. The sample forms and excerpts from the coding manual are provided in Appendixes A and B. Any activity (instructional and non-instructional) that lasted at least 1 min was recorded. Observers were rotated among classrooms to minimize the influence of observer expectation. Additionally, whenever possible, observations were scheduled on different days of the week. Inter-observer reliability was obtained for all observers yearly by observing nonparticipating classrooms for one half of a day at the beginning of the school year. In every case, reliability (number of agreements ÷ by number of agreements + disagreements × 100) was acceptable at levels of 95% or above for activity length (in minutes) and type.
The narratives were then coded for type of instructional activity using a system based on one described by Durkin (1987) . For each non-instruction area (e.g., organization, disruption, and transition; Cameron, Connor, & Morrison, 2005) and content area (e.g., language arts, math, social studies, etc.) there were subactivities. The non-instruction and content area activity and subactivity codes were developed based on the activities recorded in the written narrative and with the focus of the research objectives in mind. Codes were also developed using curriculum guidelines, which were provided by district staff for each grade observed. The final coding system included non-instruction activities, as well as 19 content areas-activities and 99 subactivities (see Appendix A). These codes were then applied to the written timed narratives (see Appendix B). If target children were involved in different activities, the activity in which the greater number of students was involved was coded as the classroom activity. In this way, the typical classroom experience was recorded, and the coding remained a classroom-level variable. Once inter-coder reliability was established at 85% and coding was completed for each year of the study, 10% of the coded narratives were selected at random and recoded by another trained researcher. Inter-coder reliability for first-and second-grade observations for all coders was between 85% and 92%. Only language arts subactivities were used for this study.Using the dimensions of instruction, the subactivities were then assigned to a quadrant (see Table 1 ), TM versus CM instruction and code-versus meaning-focused instruction for each grade. TM activities are those in which the teacher is responsible for focusing attention on learning, whereas CM activities are those in which the student or other students are responsible for focusing attention on learning; for example, while working independently or with peers. Code-focused activities are those in which the content includes explicit instruction in decoding and word reading, including alphabet knowledge, letter-sound correspondence and phonics, phonological awareness, sight word reading, and so forth. Meaning-focused activities include instruction that focuses on the extraction or construction of meaning; for example, listening comprehension, reading aloud, comprehension strategies, writing, and so on. In this way, four instructional variables were identified for each grade (one and two), in which each variable represented the amount of instruction in minutes per day. The dimension change over time was computed using procedures described next.
RESULTS
Students' Letter-Word Reading and Vocabulary in First and Second Grade
Students demonstrated substantial gains in both letter-word reading and vocabulary scores from the beginning of first grade to the end of second grade, on average (see Table 2 ), with letter-word reading raw scores increasing from 25 (grade equivalent = 1.7), on average, to 58 (grade equivalent = 3.8). There was, however, substantial variability among children with fall first-grade, letter-word reading scores ranging from 7 to 70 (grade equivalent = 0.2, beginning of kindergarten-5.8, end of fifth grade) and spring second-grade, letter-word reading scores ranging from 25 to 93 (grade equivalent = 1.7-12.5). Vocabulary raw scores increased from 85 (age equivalent = 6 years, l month) in the fall of first grade to 101 (age equivalent = 7 years, 2 months) by spring of second grade.
Generally, students whose parents had more years of education had stronger home literacy environments. They also tended to have stronger first-and second-grade vocabulary scores and spring letter-word scores than did students whose parents had fewer years of education and whose homes provided less support for literacy (see Table 3 ). Home literacy environment and parent education did not correlate significantly with fall first-and second-grade, letter-word reading scores. In addition, the correlations to spring first-and second-grade, letter-word scores were only weakly to moderately positive.
Students with stronger fall first-grade, letter-word and vocabulary scores were more likely, on average, to have stronger spring first-grade and stronger spring and fall second-grade vocabulary and letter-word scores (see Table 3 ). Correlations within assessment types were stronger than were correlations between assessment types. Not surprisingly, the letter-word scores were moderately correlated to each other, although the magnitude of the correlation decreased as the assessments became farther apart in time. In contrast, vocabulary scores were all highly correlated regardless of proximity in time.
Nature and Amount of First-and Second-Grade Language Arts Instruction
Because we wanted to examine the dimension of change over time and had three observations for each grade (fall, winter, and spring), instructional variables used in the final models were computed using hierarchical linear modeling growth models (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) . Growth between fall and spring, centered at the winter observation, was modeled at Level 1, with individual classrooms modeled at Level 2. The variable values are empirical Bayes residuals that were computed by the hierarchical linear modeling software (Raudenbush, Bryk, Cheong, Congdon, & du Toit, 2004) . Thus, they represent the classroom's deviance from the mean for the sample (i.e., the amount above or below the mean for the entire sample of classrooms at that grade level). In this way, each of the four variables for each grade and classroom was expressed with both an intercept and a slope centered at the winter observation. The intercept represents the fitted mean number of minutes per day of the instructional activity. The dimension of instruction, change over time, is represented by the slope, which is the change (up or down) in the amount of the activity in minutes per month. Computing the classroom variable in this way allowed us to examine whether, on average and individually, teachers changed the amount of instruction they provided from the beginning to the end of the school year. Modeled growth trajectories are provided in Figure 1 (top and middle) .
The total amount of the classroom day devoted to language arts instruction increased, on average, from about 63 min per day in first grade to about 88 min per day in second grade, supporting our hypothesis. Overall, about 3-min less TM code-focused instruction was provided in second grade compared to first gradeone half the amount of TM code-focused instruction, from about 7 min per day to 3.5 min per day (see Figure 1 , bottom). The amount of TM meaning-focused instruction stayed fairly constant at about 24 min per day for both first and second grade. In contrast, substantially more CM meaning-focused instruction was provided in second grade-fully 26 min per day more than in first grade.
There was substantial variability in amounts and types of instruction provided across classrooms in both first and second grade (see Table 4 ). In first grade, for example, amount of TM code-focused instruction ranged from about 4 min per day to 16 min per day, whereas amount of CM meaning-focused instruction ranged from 13 to 52 min per day. In second grade, TM code-focused instruction ranged from 2 to 9 min per day, whereas CM meaning-focused instruction ranged from about 28 to more than 95 min per day.
Change over the school year was an important characteristic of first-grade instruction in the first-grade study (see Figure 1, top) . In preliminary analyses, first-grade CM meaning-focused slope interacted with vocabulary. Of the second-grade classroom variables, only TM meaning-focused slope was significantly different than zero (see Figure 1 , middle), coefficient = -1.68, t(32) = -2.45, p = .02. Yet, neither amount or slope of second-grade TM meaning-focused instruction varied significantly by classroom; amount, χ 2 (32) = 27.6, p > .500, and slope, χ 2 (32) = 40, p = .156. Additionally, second-grade TM meaning-focused intercept and slope were highly correlated (t (corr) = .982). Teacher who started the school year providing higher amounts of second-grade TM meaning-focused instruction, FIGURE 1 Amounts and types of instruction in first and second grade (top). First-grade instruction from fall to spring fitted trajectories. Types of instruction include teacher-managed, code-focused instruction (TMCF, solid line); teacher-managed, meaning-focused instruction (TMMF, dashed line); child-managed, code-focused instruction (CMCF, dotted line); and child-managed, meaning-focused instruction (CMMF, dash-dot-dot-dashed line, middle). Second-grade instruction from fall to spring fitted trajectories (bottom), comparing first-and second-grade instruction means. White bars represent first-grade amounts, and black bars represent second-grade amounts.
for example, increased this amount as the year progressed, whereas teachers who taught less TM meaning focused in the fall decreased the amount by spring.
First-and second-grade language arts activities comprising TM code-focused instruction. A closer look at first-and second-grade TM code-focused activities is revealing (see Figure 2 ; excerpts from the coding manual defining language arts activities are described in Appendix A). Proportionally, more time was spent in word segmentation activities in both first and second grade than was spent in the other activities with just less than twice as much time spent in word segmentation in first grade compared to second grade. Virtually the same amount of time was spent in alphabet activities across grades. About one half the amount of time spent in letter-sight sound activities in first grade was spent in second grade. No initial consonant stripping activities were observed in second grade. For the most part, the TM code-focused activities provided in second grade tended to include more challenging code-focused activities than provided in first grade (e.g., segmenting words is more challenging than identifying initial consonants). Note. 40 classrooms at row level (first grade), and 33 classrooms at the column level (second grade). G1 = XXX; TM = teacher managed; CF = code focused; CM = child managed; MF = meaning focused.
a N = 86.
Relation of First-and Second-Grade Instruction to Students' Second-Grade, Letter-Word Reading Outcomes
Because children were nested in classrooms and also changed classrooms from first to second grade, cross-classified random effects models using Hierarchical Crossclassified Modeling, HCM2 (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) were used to examine the association between first-and second-grade language arts instruction and students' letter-word reading scores at the end of second grade. It is easier to understand how these models work if one envisions a matrix in which first-grade classrooms are in rows and second-grade classrooms are in columns. Students can then be assigned to the cell in this matrix that reflects their assigned classrooms in both first and second grade. Consider that Child A has Teacher 1-1 in first grade and We first created an unconditional model with spring letter-word reading as the outcome using the following model:
FIRST-AND SECOND-GRADE READING 215 FIGURE 2 Mean amounts in minutes per day of the specific activities comprising first-grade teacher-managed, code-focused instruction and second-grade teacher-managed, code-focused instruction.
Level 1(1) Y ijk = π 0jk + e ijk Level 2 π 0jk = θ 0 + b 00j + c 00k
(1) Where Y ijk is the second-grade spring letter-word reading score for Child i who attended Classroom j in first grade (rows) and Classroom k in second grade (columns). θ 0 represents the grand mean second-grade spring letter-word reading score for all children, b 00 is the random main effect of first-grade Classroom j (row), and c 00 is the random main effect for second-grade Classroom k (column; θ 0 = 59.0, τ b00j = .27, τ c00k = .16, σ 2 = 210). The intra first-grade classroom correlation is estimated to be .001, whereas the intra second-grade classroom correlation is estimated to be .0007. Overall, most of the variance lies within classrooms with very little of the variance lying between either first-or second-grade classrooms. Only 0.2% of the variance lies between cells (i.e., the correlation between two students who attended the same first-and second-grade classrooms). When home literacy environment and parent education were added to the model at Level 1, they did not significantly predict second-grade spring letter-word reading and were trimmed from the model.
Then we added children's fall first-grade letter-word reading (π 1jk ) and vocabulary (π 2jk ) scores to control for initial status with regard to letter-word reading and vocabulary at the beginning of first grade. Thus, our outcome, second-grade spring letter-word reading, is controlling for initial status. In this way, we can compare growth in children's scores from first to second grade. Fall first-grade letter-word reading and vocabulary scores significantly and positively predicted second-grade spring letter-word reading score (Y ijk ): fall first-grade letter-word reading π 1 = .53, t(83) = 5.51, p < .001, and fall first-grade vocabulary π 2 = .19, t(83) = 2.35, p = .021. This model accounted for 33% of the variability in student scores. The amount of between-classroom variability for both first and second grade remained essentially unchanged (τ b00j = .28, τ c00k = .17). Guided by the results of the first-grade study, we then added all of the instruction amount variables for both first and second grade, first-grade CM meaning-focused slope, plus the hypothesized interactions. The latter included: (1) first-and secondgrade TM code-focused by fall letter-word reading score; (2) first grade CM meaning-focused amount by fall vocabulary; and (3) second grade CM meaning-focused amount by fall vocabulary. No other slope variables contributed significantly to the model. Other interactions were tested, but none achieved set levels of significance (α = .05). This model explained 56% of the variability in students' spring second-grade letter-word reading scores. Instruction alone accounted for 23% of the variance in students' second-grade, letter-word reading scores. Only the second-grade TM code-focused coefficient was significantly greater than zero, B01 = 2.93, 7(70) = 2.67, p = .01. There were also interactions between fall first-grade, letter-word reading scores and first-grade TM code-focused scores and second-grade TM code-focused scores, TMCF1 γ 12 = -.05, t(70) = -2.74, p = .007, and, TMCF2 β 11 = .49, t(70) = 3.60, p = .001. No other instruction variable coefficients were significantly greater than zero, although both fall first-grade, letter-word reading and vocabulary coefficients were, first-grade fall letter-word reading θ 1 = .90, t(70) = 8.12, p < .001; first-grade fall vocabulary θ 2 = .19, t(70) = 2.65, p = .01.
Because parsimony is an important consideration in these highly complex cross-classified random effects models (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) , instruction variables were trimmed using the following theoretical and practical considerations: Instructional variables that significantly predicted students' first-grade, letter-word reading outcomes in the first-grade study were retained. Second-grade instruction variables that significantly predicted students' second-grade, letter-word reading scores in this analysis were retained. This meant, however, that we were not controlling for the total amount of instruction children received over the course of first and second grade. Nonetheless, results of the parsimonious model were highly similar to the results of the complex model and continued to explain 50% of the variability in students' second-grade spring letter-word reading scores. For this reason, the parsimonious model is presented in detail (see Equation 2).
Final Model
Level 1 model. Y ijk (second-grade spring letter-word reading score) = π 0jk + π 1jk *(first-grade fall letter-word ijk ) + π 2jk *(first-grade fall vocabulary ijk ) + e ijk Level 2 model. π 0jk = θ 0 + b 00j + c 00k + γ 01 *(TMCF1 j ) + γ 02 *(CMMF1 amount j ) + γ 03 *(CMMF1 slope j ) + β 01 *(TMCF2k) π 1jk = θ 1 + γ 10 *(TMCF1j) + β 10 *(TMCF2k)
Y ijk is the predicted second-grade spring letter-word reading score for Child i who was in Classroom j in first grade and Classroom k in second grade. All covariates are centered at the grand mean of the sample and so θ 0 represents the fitted grand mean or predicted spring second-grade, letter-word reading score for children with initial vocabulary and letter-word reading skills scores falling at the sample mean. The instruction coefficients represent the effect of 1 min per day of instruction above or below the mean amount of that type of instruction provided overall (see Table 5 ). Taking into account child-by-instruction interactions, FIRST-AND SECOND-GRADE READING classroom instruction explained almost one half (23%) of the total explained variance (50%) in students' spring second-grade, letter-word reading skills. The remaining 27% was explained by students' initial vocabulary and letter-word reading skills.The results of this model reveal that students who were in classrooms with higher amounts of TM code-focused instruction in both first and second grade demonstrated greater letter-word reading skill growth by the end of second grade than did students in first and second-grade classrooms with less TM code-focused instruction (i.e., higher spring scores controlling for initial letter-word reading and Note. Deviance = 644.636522. A letter-word reading raw score of 61 translates to a grade equivalent of 4.1, which is the fitted score for a child with average first grade fall letter-word reading and vocabulary skills who received the mean amount of instruction in first and second grade. TM = teacher managed; CF = code focused; CM = child managed; MF = meaning focused; PIAT = Peabody Individual Achievement Tests. vocabulary). Moreover, there were child-by-instruction interactions (see Table 5 and Figure 3) . In first grade, students with lower initial letter-word reading scores demonstrated greater letter-word reading skill growth in classrooms with higher amounts of TM code-focused instruction (see Figure 3, top) . Students with stronger letter-word reading skills at the beginning of first grade demonstrated less letter-word reading growth in these same classrooms. First-grade TM code-focused instruction had little effect on scores for students with strong letter-word reading scores at the beginning of first grade (see Figure 3, bottom) .
The relation of first-grade CM meaning-focused amount to students' letterword reading score growth just missed conventional levels of significance (p = .06). This finding was highly similar to previous findings. Children with higher vocabulary scores demonstrated stronger letter-word reading scores by the end of second grade, on average, when they were in first-grade classrooms with more CM meaning-focused instruction than when they were in classrooms with less CM meaning-focused instruction. The opposite was the case for children with low initial vocabulary scores. The relation of CM meaning-focused slope to letter-word reading growth was not significant, but trends were similar to previous findings.
The picture for second grade was quite different. In second grade, students demonstrated stronger letter-word reading score growth, on average, when they attended classrooms with greater amounts of TM code-focused instruction. The effect was greater for students with stronger letter-word reading scores at the beginning of first grade (see Figure 3) . Thus, our hypothesis that TM code-focused instruction would have a greater effect in first grade compared to second grade was not supported.
Taken together, our model suggests that children with lower letter-word reading scores at the beginning of first grade demonstrate greatest levels of letter-word reading score growth in first and second-grade classrooms with greater amounts of first-and second-grade TM code-focused instruction. Students with higher initial letter-word reading scores exhibited greatest growth in classrooms with lower amounts of first-grade TM code-focused instruction in first grade but higher amounts of second-grade TM code-focused instruction. Generally, second-grade TM code-focused instruction accounted for greater student letter-word reading score growth variability overall compared to first-grade TM code-focused instruction. For example, even if a student with low initial letter-word reading scores received smaller amounts of first grade TM code-focused instruction but higher amounts of second grade TM code-focused instruction. Although it is difficult to estimate effect sizes when there are interactions, because effect size depends on the child's initial skills and the amount of instruction provided, a sense of the potential magnitude can be estimated by examining Figure 3 . The effect size (d) using the difference in spring letter-word scores for children with low initial letter-word skills receiving the most effective, versus least effective, pattern of instruction in first and second grade was 1.51, a large effect. The effect size was larger for students with high initial scores (d = 2.8).
FIGURE 3 A comparison of predicted second-grade, letter-word reading grade equivalent outcomes (Y ijk ) across four patterns of first-and second-grade teacher-managed code-focused instruction (TMCF) for children who began first grade with low (grade equivalent = 0, fall kindergarten grade equivalent, top) versus high (grade equivalent = 2, fall second-grade equivalent, bottom) letter-word reading scores. Low TMCF instruction is 1 SD below the sample mean. High TMCF is 1 SD above the sample mean (minutes per day) so low first-grade TMCF is 3.7 min per day. High first-grade TMCF is 11.2 min per day. Low second-grade TMCF is 2 min per day, and high second-grade TMCF is 5.3 min per day. See legend for combinations of first and second-grade TMCF. Fall first-grade vocabulary is held constant at the sample mean of 85. Child-managed, meaning-focused instruction in first grade is held constant at the mean of 29 min per day. Note that these are modeled results.
DISCUSSION
The children in this study generally achieved proficient, to above, grade level letter-word reading skills by the end of second grade. There was, however, substantial variability, with some children continuing to struggle with reading, whereas others were reading words above an eighth-grade level. For some children in our study, the instruction they received was highly effective, although for others it was not. The variability in children's outcomes was reflected in the markedly different patterns of instruction we observed between classrooms and across grades. Moreover, as we discuss, the impact of language arts activities in first and second grade depends on children's reading skills at the beginning of first grade. Children were most likely to achieve grade level, and above, reading skills by the end of second grade if they experienced optimal patterns of instruction in both first and second grade. Second-grade instruction was more predictive of students' word reading outcomes than was first-grade instruction.
What is the Nature of, and Variability in, Firstand Second-Grade Language Arts Instruction?
The patterns of instruction observed in these first-and second-grade classrooms, although highly variable, generally support our hypotheses. Overall, the amount of language arts instruction offered each day increased from first to second grade (see Figure 1 ). Most of this increase was in CM meaning-focused activities, but there was substantial variability among classrooms in both first and second grade. The amounts of TM meaning-focused activities remained stable at about 20 min, on average, in both first and second grade with much less variability among classrooms, especially in second grade. The amount of TM code-focused instruction decreased from about 7 min to about 4 min per day, on average, between first and second grade. The amount of CM code-focused instruction (primarily spelling) was stable at about 5 min per day across first and second grade, on average.
The small amounts of code-focused instruction observed were anticipated because, as reported by school district administrators, the district promotes a whole language approach to teaching reading. Here, children are immersed in a rich text environment, provided trade books rather than a core curriculum, and are encouraged to read independently or with peers (Dahl & Freppon, 1995) . Code-focused instruction tends to be brief and embedded within the meaning-focused activity (Foorman et al., 1998) . The district also encourages the use of sustained silent reading-the most frequently observed activity recorded as CM meaning-focused instruction in both first and second grade.A closer look at TM code-focused instruction in first and second grade also reveals substantial variability among classrooms, even considering the small amounts of instruction provided on average. Amounts of TM code-focused instruction range between 4 and 16 min per day in FIRST-AND SECOND-GRADE READING first grade and between 2 and 9 min per day in second grade. Although these may seem to be narrow ranges, consider that our metric is minutes per day. Multiplied by the number of days in a school year (approximately 180), the differences range from 12 hr (4 min per day) to 48 hr (16 min per day) in first grade and from 6 hr to 27 hr total in second grade. Moreover, the type of TM code-focused instruction differed from first to second grade (see Figure 2) . In first grade, generally a higher proportion of the time was spent in basic phonological awareness activities such as teaching letter-sound relations, whereas in second grade, the greater focus was on more advanced metalinguistic awareness (e.g., homophones) and phonics instruction. Coded activities, such as alphabet activities that focus on learning letters at the beginning of first grade, represented more advanced skills, such as alphabetizing words, in second grade (see Appendix B). As discussed next, this may offer one possible explanation for the positive effect of TM code-focused instruction in second grade for all students' letter-word reading skill growth. Had more ability-appropriate, first-grade TM code-focused instruction been provided to students with high initial skill levels, TM code-focused instruction might have positively related to these students' letter-word reading growth. Effective patterns of instruction (i.e., positively related to stronger second-grade spring reading skills controlling for fall first-grade reading and vocabulary) differed for children with weaker, versus stronger, initial letter-word reading skills in first grade. Generally, children with weaker initial letter-word skills demonstrated greater skill growth by the end of second grade when they were in classrooms with greater amounts of TM code-focused instruction in both first and second grade. However, for children with stronger initial skill levels, less first-grade TM code-focused instruction (but more second-grade TM code-focused instruction) was related to stronger letter-word reading skill growth (see Figure 3) . Additionally, for students with lower initial skill levels, higher amounts of TM code-focused instruction in second grade appeared to help compensate for less optimal patterns of instruction in first grade. In other words, second grade may offer a second chance for children who do not achieve grade level skills in first grade because they did not receive sufficient amounts of TM code-focused instruction.
Caution is in order, however, as we make these claims because this study relies on the naturally occurring variability in both child characteristics and classroom instruction and the causal implications are unclear. Emerging evidence from a random field trial suggest that child-by-instruction interactions may be causally related to student outcomes (Connor, Morrison, Fishman, Schatschneider, & Underwood, in press ).
Although they did not reach conventional levels of significance (p = .062), first-grade CM meaning-focused amounts interacted with initial vocabulary skills, which, given our somewhat limited power for these complex cross-classified models, should not be disregarded. Children who started first grade with stronger vocabulary skills demonstrated stronger letter-word reading skill growth, on average, in first-grade classrooms with higher amounts of CM meaning-focused instruction than did children in first-grade classrooms with less CM meaning-focused instruction. In contrast, students with weaker fall first-grade vocabulary skills demonstrated less growth in classrooms with more CM meaning-focused instruction and greater growth in first-grade classrooms with less CM meaning-focused instruction.
As we consider the specificity of learning and the simple view of reading (Hoover & Gough, 1990; Senechal & LeFevre, 2001; Storch & Whitehurst, 2002) , these results suggest that specificity of learning may be more explicit in nature for children with weaker language and literacy skills than for children with stronger language and literacy skills. In this study, meaning-focused activities had a positive relation with our code-focused outcome for students with stronger vocabulary skills but not for our students with weaker vocabulary skills. For students with stronger vocabulary skills, more kinds of instruction appear to be positively related to their outcome growth. This was observed in a study of preschoolers as well (Connor et al., 2006) . For students with low initial skill levels, the type of instruction related to that skill growth was explicitly focused on that skill. For example, preschoolers with weaker fall emergent reading skills demonstrated stronger letter knowledge growth in classrooms with higher amounts of code-focused activities, whereas students with stronger fall skills demonstrated greater growth in classrooms with higher amounts of meaning-focused activities.Because vocabulary and letter-word reading skills were only weakly related, some children had strong fall vocabulary skills but weaker letter-word reading skills (n = 12). For these children, higher amounts of both first-grade CM meaning-focused activities and TM codefocused activities were related to stronger letter-word reading skill growth by the end of second grade. Only a very few children (n = 2) demonstrated strong letter-word skills but weak vocabulary skills in our sample.
Generally, students who began first grade with stronger letter-word reading skills were predicted to achieve above grade level skills as long as they received greater amounts of TM code-focused instruction in second grade (see Figure 3) . If they received less TM code-focused instruction in second grade, regardless of the amount of TM code-focused instruction in first grade, then the model predicted that their spring letter-word reading skills would fall at, or just below, grade level expectations. If we consider the causal implications, the ramifications of inadequate TM code-focused instruction in second grade are alarming for students who begin first grade with either weak or strong letter-word skills. Returning to Figure 3 , the difference between 2 and 5 min per day of TM code-focused instruction in second grade is the difference between achieving a grade equivalent of third grade and a grade equivalent of eighth grade (in our sample, 5 students achieved grade equivalents of 8.0 or greater by the end of second grade). Modeled results suggest that optimally effective patterns of instruction (low first-grade TM code-focused and high second-grade TM code focused instruction) will bring students' reading to a high school level (3 students in our sample). Although caution is needed in making causal claims from these observational data, the results of a random field trial provided strong evidence that individualizing first-grade reading instruction by taking into account child-by-instruction interactions caused stronger student reading skill growth (Connor et al., in press) . With this in mind, our results strongly suggest that first-and, especially, second-grade instruction are important for higher performing students and that starting first grade with stronger initial letter-word reading skills appears to offer very little protection against ineffective instruction.
For students who began first grade with letter-word reading skills falling well below grade expectations, the model predicted that they would only achieve grade level letter-word reading by the end of second grade if they were in classrooms with higher amounts of TM code-focused instruction in both first and second grade (see Figure 3 ). Higher amounts of TM code-focused instruction in second grade appeared to compensate somewhat for low first-grade TM code-focused amounts but not entirely. Interestingly, high amounts of TM code-focused instruction in first grade, but lower amounts in second grade, did not shield these students in the face of low amounts of second-grade TM code-focused instruction. According to the model, these children did not achieve grade expectations when they attended first-grade classrooms with higher amounts of TM code-focused instruction but attended second-grade classrooms with lower amounts of TM code-focused instruction. Second-grade TM code-focused activities appear to play a critical role in building proficient reading skills. This was unexpected because conventional wisdom has suggested, and observation of practice has revealed, that amounts of explicit code-focused instruction are typically lower in second grade. For example, in over 60 Reading First schools, the amount of code-focused instruction observed in 45 min (one half the actual 90-min block) decreased almost by one half from kindergarten to first grade (48-27%), and almost by one half again from first to second grade (27-17%; http://www.fcrr.org). Consider, also, that Reading First schools, by definition, serve children most at risk for reading difficulties. According to our results, the amount of code-focused instruction should be either maintained or increased, depending on students' progress. However, the classrooms in our study utilized a whole language approach that tends to deemphasize code-focused instruction. It may be that the impact of second-grade TM code-focused instruction would be less in schools that used more balanced approaches to teaching reading in first grade (Pressley, 1998) .
There were proportionally more advanced code-focused activities (e.g., word segmentation; see also alphabet activity in Appendix B) offered in second grade than in first grade. This offers one possible explanation for the positive impact of second-grade TM code-focused instruction on all students' letter-word growtheven students with high initial letter-word reading skills. We conjecture that had more advanced code-focused activities been offered in first grade to students with stronger letter-word scores, first-grade TM code-focused instruction might have had a positive rather than a negative (or no) influence on their letter-word growth.
Our results underscore the important role of assessment in designing and implementing practice and the potential value of individualizing instruction based on students' assessed language and literacy skill. Teachers who have students with stronger academic skill growth frequently use assessment to guide instruction and implement reading instruction in small groups based on children's assessed skill levels (Taylor et al., 2000; Wharton-McDonald et al., 1998) . Child-by-instruction interactions may be the causal mechanism driving these findings (Connor et al., in press) . By attending to individual students' skill levels and providing instruction to smaller numbers of children at one time, teachers may be more likely to provide the amount and type of instruction that will promote each individual student's achievement.
Although it was beyond the scope of this study to investigate the impact of instruction on students' reading comprehension and fluency development, based on other research results, meaning-focused activities almost certainly contributed to these outcomes (e.g., see National Reading Panel, 2000; Snow, 2001) . For example, with this same sample of children in third grade, TM meaning-focused activities that explicitly taught reading comprehension were associated with stronger reading comprehension skill growth (Connor, Morrison, & Petrella, 2004) . It would be a mistake to interpret these results to suggest that meaning-focused activities have no impact on students' reading outcomes and should be discontinued.
By completing this study, we have now reported findings regarding our student participants and the language arts instruction they received in first, second, and third grade (Connor, Morrison, & Katch, 2004; Connor, Morrison, & Petrella, 2004; Morrison & Connor, 2002) . The compelling theme is that, in every grade and for both letter-word reading and reading comprehension outcomes, the instruction that children received influenced their reading skill growth either positively or negatively. Furthermore, the effect of particular instructional strategies depended on the vocabulary and reading skills children brought to the classroom. The important influence of classroom instruction on children's development should not to be underestimated or under-investigated. As policy turns to a "response-to-intervention" model for identifying children with learning disabilities (L. S. Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998; Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003) , how to implement effective classroom instruction (i.e., Tier 1 instruction) is going to receive increasing attention. This study demonstrates the value of directly observing instructional practices in the classroom, and for using advanced analytic strategies to examine classrooms as complex and dynamic systems and the specificity of instruction across grades. Most important, our findings offer insights for designing effective reading instruction in the classroom, taking into account children's individual differences, with the goal that all students become proficient readers.
APPENDIX A
Coding Scheme for Classroom Observations-Language Arts Subactivities (see also Connor, Morrison, & Katch, 2004) Language Arts: This is the time spent (number of minutes) engaged in activities that require reading, writing, or reading/writing-related things but that are not focused on gaining information about another content area (science, social studies, math, drama, etc.).
a. Teacher read aloud: The teacher reads from a picture book, a chapter book, magazine, and so on; provides a book-on-tape for the children to listen to; or shows a video wherein a story is presented. b. Student read aloud, individual: A single child reads aloud, in a small group or with the whole class, from a picture book, chapter book, magazine, or his or her own writing. c. Student read aloud, choral: More than one child reads aloud from picture book, chapter book, magazine, poster, and so on. d. SSR (silent sustained reading): Children sit quietly and read to themselves. e. Teacher-managed group writing: The teacher is at blackboard/easel, working with children on a group writing activity. Children may offer the content of the written piece, but the teacher puts the ideas into complete sentences, with appropriate punctuation, and so on. f. Writing instruction: The teacher tells the children how to do things that will help them to become independent writers, such as how to engage in advanced organizing (e.g., webbing, outlining), how to move from outline to written product, and how to proofread and edit. This also includes instruction in the different forms of writing (expository vs. demonstration, etc.) . g. Teacher model writing: The teacher, without input from the children, stands at the blackboard/easel and produces some sort of written product (depending on the level of the students, it could be as small as a sentence). The intent of the writing must be to model the act of writing and an appropriate product. h. Student group writing: The children are working in pairs or small groups to produce a written product (such as a story). Not all of the children will actually be doing the writing but should be engaged in discussions about what will be written. i. Student independent writing: Children are quietly writing a story, poem, or journal entry by themselves. j. Spelling: Children are taking a spelling test or copying or practicing spelling words. k. Discussion: Children are reviewing a storyline from a book that the teacher has been reading aloud (just prior to the teacher continuing with her reading) or are previewing a book the teacher is about to read. l. Reading comprehension activity: Children are completing worksheets related to material they have read, or they are writing in response to something they have read. There is no substantial teacher involvement.
m. Reading comprehension strategies: Children respond to questions about material that the teacher is reading to them presently, such as who might be the main character or what just happened. Teacher is explaining or encouraging the students to use strategies such as inferring, predicting, summarizing, and other comprehension strategies. This code includes teacher scaffolding of these skills.
(Note that in previous versions, this code was labeled listening comprehension). n. Alphabet activity: Children are engaged in work that focuses their attention on a particular letter of the alphabet. For example, they might have to make a letter out of clay, color a paper that shows a particular letter and items that begin with that letter, or put their body in the shape of a letter. This also includes dictionary and other activities where students are specifically focused on letters by, for example, alphabetizing words (see the example in Appendix B). o. Letter sight/sound: Children are engaged in activities that focus their attention on the relationship between written form of individual letters and the sound those letters represent. Included here are activities such as "signs for sounds" wherein the teacher orally produces a single letter sound and the children circle the letter (from an array of letters on a prepared paper) that represents that sound. This subactivity must combine the written form and oral sounds that represent the written form. If no written form is used, then the activity is more appropriately coded as initial consonant stripping or word segmentation. p. Initial consonant stripping: Children are identifying the beginning (initial) consonant sound of words, aurally and not visually. If the activity is visual and aural, then code the activity as letter sight/sound. In addition, if the initial sound is a vowel and only orally presented, then code the activity as word segmentation. q. Word segmentation: Children are engaged in activities wherein they break words into subcomponents (syllables, subsyllables, or phonemes), orally, or they are charged with constructing whole words from orally presented word segments. Included here are activities such as learning word families (children are presented with a rime and must find onsets that make real words; this is often an oral/written activity, but the initial response is oral). For an activity to be coded as word segmentation rather than letter sight/sound, the intent of the activity should be at the word level and not the letter level. This would include, for example, identifying homophones or the roots of words (nature, natural, naturalist). r. Vocabulary: The teacher and children are discussing the meaning of a word or a phrase. In Appendix B, the observer wrote "Teacher asks if there were any words students didn't know…T writes them on the board. … Asks if anyone knows what these words mean." which was subsequently coded as vocabulary. s. Conventions of text: The children are engaged in activities focused on grammar or punctuation. Included here are activities such as "Daily Oral Language" wherein children have to correct the errors in a sentence that the teacher has written on the blackboard. 
